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Appellants have reviewed the Examiner's Answer dated January 23, 2009 
and offer the following comments regarding various statements made by the 
Examiner in the Answer. 
I. CLAIMS 8 AND 34 

Claim 8 (and the following argument applies to claim 34 as well) requires 
that each of the associated processor nodes advertises that the plurality of 
associated processor nodes comprise a network path to the virtual subnet. The 
Examiner stated that "advertising the address on network is merely a known 
factor of any networking device broadcasts the address on network... ." Answer 
p. 28. Appellants disagree for two reasons. First, the Examiner seems to say 
that all network devices "advertise" their address to other devices on the network. 
While that may be true in some instances, not all networks operate in that way. In 
some networks, addresses are dynamically assigned by centralized logic and no 
"advertising" occurs. In yet other networks, the addresses are preset. Second, 
even if address advertising were well known, claim 8 doesn't require addresses to 
be advertised. Instead, claim 8 requires each node to advertise "that the plurality 
of associated processor nodes comprise a network path to the virtual subnet." 
This advertisement involves associating the nodes with a particular virtual subnet, 
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not just assigning an address to the node. None of the art of record teaches this 
particular limitation of claims 8 and 34. 
II. CLAIM 20 

Claim 20 requires passing the configured data packet to a remote 
procedure and issuing the remote procedure such that the "configured data 
packet is delivered to the destination processor node in a manner free of being 
reconfigured." In the Answer, the Examiner cited lines 23-27 of Chung which 
states, as noted by the Examiner, that the router's routing table is updated so that 
all future packets targeting the ghost IP address can be routed directly to a 
particular server. The Examiner alleges that this statement means that such 
future packets are free from being reconfigured. Applicants disagree. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would understand that the routing table in 
Chung provides a translation between the ghost IP address and the address of 
the target server address (server S2 in the example of Fig. 4 of Chung and as 
described in col. 8). Thus, a packet targeting a ghost IP address will be 
reconfigured at the router to provide the packet with the address (S2) of the target 
server. 
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